Perspectives (1969-1979)
Volume 5
Number 1 Spring/Summer

Article 1

1973

Perspectives Vol. 5 No. 1 and Supplement No. 1

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/perspectives
Part of the Higher Education Commons, and the Liberal Studies Commons

Recommended Citation
(1973) "Perspectives Vol. 5 No. 1 and Supplement No. 1," Perspectives (1969-1979): Vol. 5 : No. 1 , Article
1.
Available at: https://scholarworks.wmich.edu/perspectives/vol5/iss1/1

This Complete Issue is brought to you for free and open
access by the Western Michigan University at
ScholarWorks at WMU. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Perspectives (1969-1979) by an authorized editor of
ScholarWorks at WMU. For more information, please
contact wmu-scholarworks@wmich.edu.

_-

.

•

•

•

I •

•

•

•

•

•

-

•:
• :• • :
•
:. 1.

•

11':"-:.-

:\. • I • ••• •- • ,rI

.. •.Ia.-. .
I

r

•

•

•~.;.-~.
'-: -~ .. •.

·-

J

•-•

•
.....
• ••

•
~...

j~•.
r"I: 1,:.:.
I: •- •~

•

•

••

T
••

i

.... .

• •
• •
•
• ---"
-•

,.

•

•

• • ••
._ • •
•

,.

.,

' ' :, 1

,.
•

-

I•

•

- -

•-•
I~

•
•

.. •
•
•

•

•

~

:1

Volume 5

Spring 1973

No. 1

COPYRIGHT 1973 BY COLLEGE OF GENERAL STUDIES,
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY.

Cover Design by
FREDERICK W. SEEGERS
Graphic Artist, WMU-TV

Printed at
Printing Services, Western Michigan University

PERSPECTIVES is a publication of the College of General Studies
at Western Michigan. It is designed primarily for members of the
Association for General and Liberal Studies, and for any other persons
who in some way are committed to improving undergraduate education. Inquiries about membership in the Associa tion for General and
Liberal Studies should be directed to Professor Ollin J. Drennan,
College of General Studies, Western Michigan University, K alamazoo,
Michigan 49001.

EDITORIAL BOARD

EDITORIAL STAFF

Neal Balanoff
Samuel Baskin
Kenneth E. Boulding
Emanuel Hackel
Stanley J. Idzerda
Robert M. Limpus
Clifford L. Maier
Joseph R. Royce

F. Theodore Marvin, Editor
Joseph M. Condie, Co-Editor
Linda C. Sims, Editorial
Associate

EXECUTIVE COUNCIL AGLS
Douglas Dunham, Michigan State University
President
Ollin Drennan, Western Michigan University
Secretary
H. C . Kiefer, University of South Florida
Vice President and President Elect
Robert M. Limpus, Western Michigan University
Past President
A. J. Carlson, Austin College
Sherman, Texas
Daniel Kroll, Oklahoma State University
Stillwater, Oklahoma
Paul Bernstein
Rochester Institute of Technology
A. L. Vaughan
University of Minnesota
S. D. Lovell
Southern Illinois University
H . Overton
Western Michigan University

January 1, 1974
January 1, 1974
January 1, 1974
January 1, 1973
January 1, 1973
January 1, 1973
January 1, 1974
January 1, 1974
January 1, 1975
January 1, 1975

Ex Officio
F. Theodore Marvin, Western Michigan University
Emanuel Hackel, Michigan State University

PERSPECTIVES: A Journal of General and Liberal Studies
Volume 5, Spring 1973, No. 1
Published Spring, Fall, and Winter at Western Michigan University,
Kalamazoo, Michigan. SUBSCRIPTION RATES for U.S.A. and
possessions: 1 year $6.00; 2 years $11.00; 3 years $15.00. Canada and
Pan American Postal Union: 1 year $6.50; 2 years 12.00; 3 years
$16.00. All other countries: 1 year $7.00; 2 years $13.00; 3 years
$18.00. Single copies $2.15. CHECKS should be made payable to
Western Michigan University. CHECKS and CORRESPONDENCE
should be addressed to the Editor, PERSPECTIVES, College of General Studies, Western Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Michigan
49001. Subscribers are requested to notify PERSPECTIVES and their
local postmaster immediately of change of address.

Contents
Developing General Studies:

5

Recollections of a General Studies Chairman
Benjamin P. Mehrling

Creating a Climate for Learning

11

(A Human Relations Approach )
Robert W. Hayes, William E. Davis

An Interdisciplinary Humanities Program

18

as an Approach to Literature
Frederick F. Ritsch

The Social Question m Liberal Education

23

Dale Porter

Book Review:
Underpinnings for a "University Education"
Charles 0. Houston

30

0

Do

Developing General Studies:
Recollections of
A General Studies Chairman
By BENJAMIN

P.

MEHRLING

Five years ago I accepted a combination position at a small midwestern college as Chairman of General Studies and Associate Professor of Philosophy. Although I was generally ignorant of the field at
the time, I eagerly welcomed the challenge.
I was assigned, with the assistance of a General Studies Council
made up of faculty and students, the responsibility for designing a new
general studies program for the college.

What Is General Studies?
Within a very short time I discovered that the members of our
council along with the college community as a whole held either vague
or incredibly different understandings of the term "general studies."
For a time there appeared to be no common ground for discussion
within and beyond the council except our commitment to "general
studies"-whatever that term meant-as important.
I pored through more than a hundred college and university
catalogues, from which I received some good ideas but not the definitional help I was seeking.
Then I visited campuses within and beyond our state to interview
persons connected with general studies programs. Although I often
drove away from those campuses highly stimulated by what I heard
and saw going on under the heading of general studies, there seemed
to be no unifying resemblance among many of the programs.
5

By this time, however, I had at least decided that the term "general
studies" had been functioning frequently like "motherhood" and
"country" words. Educators joined with enthusiasm in raising and
saluting the general studies flag, but their understandings of the term
were so diverse and unclear that they could scarcely communicate
with one another.
I wisely decided to temporarily suspend the search for a single
unifying definition and began to look for assumptions which were functioning as foundations for the programs that I knew of or were being
suggested for our college. I discovered they could be subsumed under
five headings.
(1) General Studies as Introductory Studies. Quite often general
studies courses were assumed to be the "first course" of the various
disciplines, such as "Introduction to Sociology." Taken together, these
courses were regarded to comprise the general studies curriculum. They
were openly defended as foundation courses; they were quietly promoted as a means of snagging a few majors for the department.
The "first course" approach generally characterized the program
in existence at our college when I arrived. During the period of deliberations we added experimental and student-directed courses.
(2) General Studies Courses as Common Studies. According to
this view, it is the obligation of our institutions of higher education
to "expose" students to certain knowledge through courses determined
in advance of their initiation into the community. I discovered that the
term general studies was often employed euphemistically for "prescribed common curriculum," and thus became identified in the minds
of faculty and students with general graduation requirements.
(3) General Studies as Survey Studies. This approach promoted
general studies as a core, or series of blocks of courses which the students should be required to take year by year, such as the humanities
block, the social science block, etc.
( 4) General Studies as Nondepartmental Studies. Sometimes
courses which have not seemed to fall easily under the traditional
departments have ended up under general studies. Consequently, general studies was sometimes used as a receptacle for new courses which
traditional departments could not logically claim and did not want.
( 5 ) General Studies as Interdisciplinary Studies. Since this is the
approach our General Studies Council decided to develop, I shall
describe it in greater detail below.
I shall not attempt to discuss here the strengths and limitations of
the various approaches. I do want to stress, however, that the separation of general studies along the lines of assumptions such as I have
done can be very useful. It was for us. It led to productive discussion.
We were now able to identify what we were talking about as we joined
in searching for the most appropriate approach for our college.
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The matter of graduation requirements had also been a barrier to
fruitful discussion. Four distinctions with respect to types of courses
served to liberate us from the overwhelming problems which arose from
the identification of general studies courses with required courses.
There are, we decided, required courses leading to a major, elective
courses, general graduation requirements, and general studies courses,
which may or may not be required for graduation, depending upon
the institution's approach to general studies.
Resistance

We thought we had overcome our greatest difficulties, that we
could now get moving toward preparing a recommendation and developed a program along the lines of one or more of the previously
mentioned approaches.
We were wrong. Resistances-frustrating, amusing, pathetic-began to surface, all stemming from the fear of what might happen to
the existing departments if general studies were to become a separate
sector, such as a division or department.
As long as the general studies courses were assumed primarily to
be the "first course" offered by existing departments, there was no
question that the departments would exercise control over content,
methodology, and staff. But the suggestion that general studies might
better be a separate sector aroused fears over the future power, status,
and size of the departments: the formation of a separate sector might
lead to a decrease in the number of faculty within existing departments; a favored drawing card, namely, the "first course," might be
lost ; and student registrations for the "first course" might be drastically lower if they were required to compete with general studies
courses.
In general, the objections pertained to a redistribution of power
which would be brought about by the establishment of a general studies
sector.
A Center for Interdisciplinary Dialog

After two years of searching, the General Studies Council agreed
upon an approach to general studies which they deemed to be most appropriate for our college. In the meantime, most of the barriers appeared either to have crumbled or to be surmountable. We felt we
needed only the general will to make the program work.
The recommenda tions we were preparing to take to the faculty for
approval contained the following essential provisions:
( 1) A meaningfully reformed general studies program at our college would require the creation of general studies as a separate sector.
(2) Interdisciplinary dialog would be the goal of the proposed
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program. We would therefore recommend the name, "The Center for
Interdisciplinary Dialog." We regarded the term as self-defining: it
would function as a guide to clarify our goals and limit our activity.
(3) General studies, as we conceived it, was to be more than a
list of courses: it was to be an aggressive attempt to bring together
students, faculty, and administrators for meaningful discussion on issues and ideas which directly affect human existence.
The role of the General Studies Council was to provide both formal
and spontaneous "opportunities" for interdisciplinary discussion. In
addition to courses, formalized opportunities were to include the publication of a journal and the organization of forums, panels, symposiums, and debates- all encouraging participa tion from the entire
campus community and guided by the goals set for general studies.
Courses were mainly to have been those which bring the various
disciplines to bear upon problems and issues. The council planned to
organize interdisciplinary approaches to the study of the environment,
the nature of man, the past decade, the future of mankind, and so on.
In summary, our objective was to transcend ( or was it to break
down? ) disciplinary barriers and to get the campus dialoguing about
great enduring and immediate issues and ideas.
We observed an unmistakable increase of interest in the proposal
among the faculty and students. Some faculty members expressed a
desire to divide their teaching load between their area of specialization and general studies. Trial courses were well received. The deans
supported the proposal wholeheartedly. The council was optimistic
that the faculty would approve its recommendations, even though
they were aware of some reluctance and opposition. One person was
overheard asking rhetorically: How do we know it will work since
we've never tried it!

Why the Proposal Failed
The program could have stimulated vitality in every segment of
the college; however, it never reached the faculty for a decision. Our
optimism and belief in the proposal had deterred us from taking a
hard look at the realities which combined to defeat it.
( 1) We had not succeeded in convincing enough people that an
interdisciplina ry approach to general education is a good idea and
that, at least at our college, it needed to be structured as a separate
department. Although we had communicated through writing and
small groups, we did not try hard enough to present the advantages
of the proposal to reluctant individuals. We tended to ignore the dissenters and to assume that the silent people were at least nominal supporters. We generally overlooked the fact that support was m ainly
coming from the younger and non-tenured members of the faculty,
that the length of tolerance of the tenured faculty was shortening as the
8

council moved from the stage of experimentation toward a concrete
long-range plan ( one which appeared to permanently affect every
segment of college life) , and that the "idea" of interdisciplinary education was being received by some with apathy, by others with fear
and mistrust, and by others as unimportant and faddish.
Of course, everyone gave lip service to the idea of synthesis.
Actually, however, synthesis was not being practiced nor seriously advocated, except within the General Studies Council. I recall that
interdisciplinary conversation was avoided even among the faculty.
By some kind of curious mutual consent, one's area of specialization
was regarded as his private domain, not to be shared with or tested by
faculty connected with other departments. Conversations at the coffee
lounge centered upon sporting events, campus politics, or some annoying student. I suspect that the reason for the erection of these barriers
is tha t interdisciplinary dialog can be terribly threatening and upsetting, for it is almost certain to mess up the tidy theories and strain the
bars of caged knowledge one may hold at the cost of isolation and
ignorance of other perspectives and knowledge.
(2) The second reason was an absence of qualified persons to conduct the program coupled with virtually no hope that the college
would soon be employing persons qualified for producing a successful
interdisciplinary program.
The range of competence varied considerably among the "volunteers" mentioned earlier. And how does one convert specialists into
generalists, particularly when such persons are presently focusing their
attention upon attaining the doctorate or have only recently received
the degree? Besides, the environment and structure of the graduate institutions in which they studied and our own college tended to reenforce the "division of labor" approach-not according to the model
of Plato or St. Paul, but of the assembly line of industrial-technological
society.
Furthermore, we could no longer depend upon the annual modest
turnover a nd increase in faculty of recent former years to provide
openings for teachers with backg rounds and interests compatible with
our goals. Instead, the college faced a declining student enrollment, a
deficit budget, virtually no faculty resignations, and an attempt by
the administration to reduce the total faculty.
Fina lly, for the most part chairmen tended to resist releasing teachers from their departments for interdisciplinary teaching.
( 3) The first two reasons were significant but not at all decisive in
defeating the program. The main reason must be attributed to the triumph of political over pedagogical considerations. Unquestionably
the proposal threatened the sta tus, influence, and power of some of the
heads of departments and divisions, for not only had the proposal
called for general studies to become a new and separate department,
9

it abolished the first course as synonymous with general studies. Vast
changes within the existing departments could be expected: fewer
faculty, fewer students, fewer course offerings, loss of control over
content and methodology in certain instances, and the loss of a means
of enticing majors.
Within this climate a faculty personnel committee made up of
department and division chairmen decided that I should not be
granted tenure. The one vote in my favor came from a member of the
General Studies Council with whom I had shared in teaching an experimental interdisciplinary course.
Although both the Academic Dean and President felt that an appeal of the decision would probably lead to its reversal, I moved on, a
wiser man, spirited by a confidence in the enormous possibilities for
general studies to vitalize American education, but regretful that our
college had allowed an opportunity to pass by for self-transformation
and leadership in general education.
After my departure the proposal was put aside and general studies
was set adrift.
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Creating a Climate for Learning
(A Human Relations Approach)
By

and

ROBERT

w.

WILLIAM

E.

HAYES,
DAVIS,

Ed.D.
Ph.D.

The variables that effect academic success are an elusive lot. They
have often been studied, much discussed, overly tested, but seldom
understood, (Latin, 1965). Recent studies at Boston University College of Basic Studies have indicated that the traditional intellectual
criterion variables usually included in college admission only account
for approximately 15o/o of the variance in academic achievement.
These same studies indicate that a large part of the remaining variance
can be accounted for using non-cognitive attitudinal and personality
variables. In other words, studies seem to indicate that the traditional
aptitudinal criteria for predicting academic success are severely limited
in their ability to predict those who will succeed and those who will
not succeed at the college level.
Students come to the University setting with well developed, definite attitudinal patterns concerning: ( 1) their ability to succeed in
certain subject areas, and (2) their interest and motivation toward
general academic success. When a student with marginal prior success in a specific area of study enters a university where he is required
to take more of that subject, he will more likely be failure prone, not
only because of aptitudinal problems but also because of negative attitudinal sets. This type of student often expends significant energies
( concerning these subjects) in fighting the curriculum, the administration, himself, and the teacher. He has convinced himself that the
11

subjects have no relevance and that he has no ability in them; as a
result, he resents taking them.
McClellan ( 1953 ) in his work concerning achievement motivation suggests that although general motivational patterns are developed early in life, changes can take place in these patterns and new
levels of achievement motivation can be realized. In brief, McClellan
( 1965) lays down a set of 12 behavioral propositions that promote
the incorporation of new motivational patterns into an already existing adult. It seems reasonable that these propositions not only promote
change in achievement motivation, but might also be a key to the
modification of any type of deeply entrenched learned behavior.
Although much space (in both the academic and popular press)
is given to the growth of human relations training and activities,
very little has been written concerning the use of such approaches to
promote specific learning. Beginning with the propositions of McClellan, but incorporating the use of basic sensitivity and encounter
principles, we suggest that environment can be created wherein the
introduction of new behavior and new motivational patterns might be
explored with a minimum of threat and a minimum of resistance
(Glanz and Hayes, 1967, p. 259). The theoretical model used here is
a phenomenological model (Snyggs and Coombs, 1959) suggesting
that once the self-concept has been developed, an individual's behavior
is primarily organized around defending and enhancing that concept.
To encourage new behaviors, a warm, accepting, non-threatening
climate must be developed so that a person will be willing to explore
possible behavior changes. This is the same basic model as suggested
in many counseling theories, particularly that of Rogers ( 1951) .
The academic approach to encouraging behavior changes usually
has been through remedial teaching and tutorial work. This approach
has had limited success. Many professors report that results from
tutoring are not worth the time spent. When tutoring does help, it
usually involves a change in attitude toward the subject matter rather
'l:han just increased information memorization. The question we wish
to explore is: Can a combination of climate setting and tutoring help
students more than the typical educational approach ?
A simple experiment was designed to test this hypothesis in terms
of the modification of attitude, behavior, and performance in the
area of physical science. The experiment dealt with freshman students who achieved at low levels (C- or less) during the first
semester of a physical science course; we attempted to examine the
possibility of modifying their attitudes toward science and their performance in science in the second semester by an approach combining
the climate setting technologies of human relations experience, and
expert science tutoring.
The College of Basic Studies uses a team approach whereby five
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instructors are responsible for approximately 120 students in five
discipline areas. From our team, the science professor in collaboration with the psychology /counseling professor, invited all students
who had received C- or less in science during the first semester to
join in an experimental non-credit seminar in science (38 students
were invited). The seminar was described to them by letter, and they
were all invited to attend an orientation meeting. At the orientation
meeting, the small group, human relations, sensitivity experience approach was explained to them as one in which we would spend considerable time attempting to understand ourselves, the way we communicate with others, our attitudes concerning school, and our attitudes toward science in particular. We hoped, with this approach, to
create a climate in which the students could explore the reasons for
their poor performance in science. These sessions were scheduled once
a week for three hours. They met initially in an informal seminar
room, furnished with lounge type furniture, where coffee was available. The setting is important in its informality and its difference
from a typical classroom. There were no blackboards, no books, no
special assignments, no homework. The science instructor played a
relatively passive role and was more a member of the sensitivity group
than a leader or teacher. It was hypothesized that in about three to
five sessions the external rationalizations for the student's lack of
academic success, e.g. "the teacher does not like me," "I'm not interested in science," "I'm no good in math," "science has no relevance
to my life," could be modified, allowing the students to look within
themselves for the answers to their problems. At this point, it was
hoped that the students would see that they might do better academically with help and that the help could be provided by the science
professor who until this time had been just another member of the
group. The next few sessions would be a combination of self-exploitation and thinking about science as a body of knowledge. As the students focused more on the science and less on their inability to learn
it, we would change the location of the meetings to a more typical
seminar room with tables, blackboards, etc. . . . At this point, the
psychologist would become more a member of the tutoring group and
the science teacher would become the leader. In fact, we followed
this procedure very closely. The following is a description of the sessions from about the fifth session on from the perceptions of the science
instructor.
After about five psychological sessions, we began spending the
first part of the session on psychological exploration and then switching to tutorial work concerning material from the physical science
course. By the end of the term the entire session was spent in tutorial
study. There was no set format, but the tutorial sessions were largely
concerned with two areas: answering direct questions concerning the

13

course material, and, of equal importance, attempting to identify from
student questions and conversation some of the basic problems in
their approach to the study of science. When problem areas were
identified, we made an attempt to clarify, and to offer solutions to
the problems.
Several examples should clarify the kinds of problems which arose.
Many questions concerning specific areas of science such as heat lossheat gain problems arose even though these problems had been laboriously covered in the regular fifty-minute class meetings. When we
inquired why the students had not raised their specific questions in the
regular section meetings they almost universally reported that they felt
too embarrassed since most of the class had seemed to understand
the discussion of the problems.
One problem area that became apparent in our discussions concerned the student's misinterpretation of the purpose of the science
course. The physical science course they were taking is conceptually
oriented, and uses a historical approach to the development of man's
ideas concerning the nature of matter. The students, drawing on their
past experience with other science courses concentrated on memorizing
factual data in isolated packets, making no attempt to connect these
isolated facts into some coherent sequence. Hence, even though some
of the students had studied quite hard, they had missed the point of
the course, and their examination performances reflected this. Another related misconception on the student's part concerned the examinations themselves. Since the intraterm and final exams consisted of
multiple choice questions, they incorrectly assumed that the exams
dealt exclusively with factual recall. To counter these misconceptions,
we went over the intraterm they had recently taken question by question, and the students soon saw that the large majority of the questions called upon their ability to handle conceptual material, not to recall factual data. Several other sessions were concerned with demonstrating how the facts presented in the course fit together into a
coherent sequence.
The smaller, more open group setting encouraged questions the
students had concerning the "relevance" of the m a terials they were
confronted with in the regular science course, and the purpose of studying m any of the specific areas covered. Much of their dislike of the
science course was reduced by more informal and detailed explanation
of the goals of the course. For example, they were much more willing
to attack specific problems once they understood tha t the problems,
whether hea t loss-heat gain or adiebatic, were not an isola ted end in
themselves, but their solution was aimed at improving their problem
solving abilities, and exemplary of more general, and widely applicable
problem solving techniques.
Evaluating this type of experience is extremely difficult. We think
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there are two variables that need to be studied: one, any measurable
change in achievement in science and, two, any changes in student
attitude toward science as either reported by the student or observed
by the instructors.
The basic design for this type of experimentation was outlined by
Lewin (1946, 1947) and Marrow (1969) as action research. It should
be noted that it does not meet the rigor of the major psychological
or educational experimentation. However, we think that this need not
overly concern the reader or the researcher for our objective here is to
generate hypotheses rather than to prove them. It might be pointed out
that most educational innovation is not based upon research at all,
but upon an even less rigorous type of thinking than is evident in this
particular design. However, the results are of interest. Thirty-eight students qualified for the special seminars by achieving C- or below in
science for their first semester. Of these thirty-eight, nine chose to join
the seminar and attended regularly. At the end of the semester, of the
twenty-seven who did not take part, twenty-one stayed the same or
went down in their science grade ( 77 % ) ; six went up ( 22 %) . Of the
nine that took part, three went down or stayed the same (33 % ), six
went up (66 % ). At first glance this looks impressive but we must
point out that there was no control group, and tha t the motivational
factors implicit in joining such a group and some type of Hawthorne
effect may have influenced the changes. To investigate the motivational factors we looked at a comparable group of students with the
same instructor the following year that were not offered the seminar
option. Their achievement is as follows: thirty-six students were involved, that is they received C- or lower during their first semester of
physical science. None of these students were offered the tutoring option . During the second semester, of the thirty-six, twenty-six stayed
the same or went down in their science grade ( 72 %) and ten went
up (28 %) . This performance data compares very well with the group
tha t did not elect to join the seminar experience. We assume tha t the
motiva tion to succeed was the same in both samples, i.e., the original
group from which the experimental group was selected and the group
achieving a t the same level the following year. This d ata suggests
that the motivation to succeed is not enough in itself and the seminars
did m ake a difference.
A more subjective analysis of the attitudes of the participants was
also positive. All thought that the experience was worthwhile. All said
tha t they had a more positive attitude towa rds the science course. Some
even ventured tha t they liked science now, although it was still difficult for them.
Both the professors involved evalua ted the experience positively.
The psychologist, entering the experience with a positive set, thinking
that lea rning was much more the setting of climate than the dissemi-
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nation of data, had his biases supported. The science professor, however, entered the experience with a negative set to sensitivity experience. He also saw the experience as a very positive one and was happily surprised by the outcome.
We also gathered much data that can be reported only as anecdotes
or critical incidents. These are the types of experience that influence
the development of attitudes and we include just one as an example
of the type of perception which is surely important but impossible to
quantify. During one of the final sessions when the students were considering ways of measuring the distances to the stars and planets, one
boy who had been extremely negative about science began to examine
out loud his interest in knowing what it would be like to explore space
and the desire he had (in fantasy, anyways) to be one of these
explorers.
This article has been the description of a rather new and interesting approach in the combining of sensitivity experience to create a
climate for learning and expert tutoring in a specific subject area. It
was developed along the model described by Lewin as action research,
attempting something new without disrupting an entire social system to
conduct an experiment, and then evaluating your innovation as well
as possible. Our experiences lead us to present the following
hypotheses:
1. Students who have trouble with a specific subject can be helped
to better their performance through a climate setting ( sensitivity) experience and expert tutoring.
2. The change ( academic and attitudinal) in these students will
be greater than for those who have no special attention, and
for those who have either sensitivity experience alone or tutoring
alone.
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An Interdisciplinary Humanities
Program As An
Approach to Literature
By

FREDERICK F.

RrrscH

My task is, as I understand it, descriptive. I am to describe, in
about ten minutes, the direction we are taking at Converse toward
revitalizing both the teaching of and interest in literature. Some of you
might have noted William V. Shannon's editorial page article in the
July 2 New York Times. Shannon, appalled at the extent of curricular
change being introduced into American colleges and universities, declared that the day of the "New Barbarian" had arrived, and suggested
that, basically, nothing had ever been wrong with the old curricular
structures in the first place. I feel certain some of you might be in
agreement with Mr. Shannon, but three years ago we undertook a
careful look at our situation and concluded change-perhaps I should
say "growth"-was necessary, although I hardly think we have ended
as "New Barbarians." On the contrary, what we have implemented is
extraordinarily conservative, and would be criticized as such by many
of today's more enthusiastic innovators.
Our explorations led us to several-well grounded ( we feel)observations. We concluded that the tendency to treat literature as an
end in itself rather than as an integral part of the total liberal education process was a major fault brought about by over-specialization and
departmentalization. In the effort of faculty and administration to
define themselves as specialists and to erect governable units of the college, the student had somehow been overlooked. Next, we concluded
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that no particular specialty possessed anywhere close to a monopoly
on the truth of the human situation. We deplored the tendency, conscious or unconscious, to present the specialized major as if it did possess that truth. With regard to literature, we believed that literature
possesses revealing and profound insights valuable not only in the
liberal education of the student, but also to the teaching of disciplines
other than literature. A sub-feature of this was our conviction that
literature is often the means to bring life to the classrooms of disciplines
that have become mechanical in presentation. We came to see the various disciplinary methodologies as traps for students, especially when
these methodologies are presented as "scientifically" grounded, and
thus become self-validating. This is a point which should, perhaps,
be further developed, and is interestingly dealt with in such diverse
writings as Commoner's The Closing Circle, Mill's On Liberty, and
Kuhn's Th e Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Finally, we deplored
the anti-historical and anti-humanistic contemporary modes of structuring and teaching subject matter. On the one hand, there is a habit
of literary humanists to treat their subject matter as if it exists in a
historical vacuum and thus possesses no relation to the present; i.t. ,
scholarship replaces the liberalizing function of education. On the
other hand, there is the " raging nowness" of especially the social
sciences, which seems to cry out that only immediate relevancy counts.
Plato, Cervantes, Fielding, Dostoyevsky, etc., a re all "old hat," outdated; their ideas, insights, and so on a re better presented in more
up-date and objective manner from the research of contemporary
social and natural scientists. Note especially B. F. Skinner's Beyond
Freedom and Dignity, or, more specifically, his article "Humanism and
Behaviorism" in the July/ August Humanist . In general, our immediate
concern was with the apparent danger, posed (primarily) I think by
the social scientists, of making immedia te relevancy the major criterion
for liberal education. This view, we felt, had so permeated our academic society a t large tha t it had convinced even the more vital
humanistic innova tors, a nd was a t the root of their eagerness to
establish a "new humanism" a la Reich or Roszak. We believed, however, that there already exists a powerful Western huma nistic tradition
which does address itself to the relevant issues, and which is quite
capable of continued growth. The problem was how to get this across
to the student.
The approach we have adopted consists of breaking down the
disciplinary walls between litera ture and other disciplines by establishing courses with thematic structures. We were also sensitive to the
problem of motivation. As Joseph K a tz observed in a recent issue of
Lib eral Education, the issue of motivation becomes, in the contemporary classroom, a key feature to learning; thus one must take into
consideration more than the presenta tion of information or the ap-
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propriate cogmt1ve sequence ( "The Challenge to 'Body of KnowlP,dge' Learning from Person-Centered Advocates"-May, 1972). In
our particular case, we felt that most of our students had pretty well
accepted the cliche that the purpose of a college liberal arts education
is "preparation for today's society" -as the emphasis seems to be on
"today's," this suggested relevancy appeared to us to require training
for a contemporary conformity. Perhaps this is too harsh, but it was
evident that it was becoming increasingly difficult to encourage student enrollments in courses with such traditional-sounding titles as
Victorian Literature and Classical Literature, or into areas such as
Philosophy and even History. Ten years ago it was the norm for our
woman's college that English should have the largest number of
majors; and ten years ago we had an active program in Classical
Literature. In the last five years, English majors dropped far behind
the social sciences, and, until two years ago, we were seriously considering eliminating Classics altogether.
We determined to approach the student on her own ground. We
explored areas of student and general contemporary concern; we
attempted to identify and understand those questions the students considered most alive for them. As it is our conviction that the humanist
has both a right and an obligation to address himself to all areas of
human activity, we ranged into science, technology, the social sciences,
etc. We then examined the ways our total humanities offering was
addressing itself to these issues-and we found, of course, that in many
ways our courses were directly on target if the students were bright
enough to realize that, say, the study of Greek tragedy is a means of
preparation for the exploration of contemporary problems of alienation. In other words, the humanities faculty could easily draw the socalled relevancy-relationships, but, this being secondary to the academic purposes of the courses, it was being left to the students to discover these relationships for themselves. Secondly, we saw that the
departmentalized curriculum resulted in fragmented representations of
the humanistic tradition. Since students do not take every course
offered, it was ridiculous to demand that they recognize that our
humanities curriculum, taken as a whole, provided a relevant humanistic platform for exploring the contemporary world. We discovered
other interesting features that evolve from departmentalization and
over-emphasis on a single method approach. For example, we were
woefully weak in comparative literature, the English department being
centered on English and American literature, while the Modern Languages, utilizing the conversation method for teaching a foreign
language, provided very limited opportunities for students in the literature of the studied language.
The up-shot of all this was the development and implementation
of an inter-disciplinary humanities program which emphasized theme-
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oriented courses built around and starting from contemporary issues.
These courses carry such odd titles as Perspectives on Violence, Alienation and Contemporary Fiction, Myth in Literature, Technology and
Human Dignity, Studies in Utopian Literature, etc. These courses require the student undertake in-depth investigations of the themes
under consideration utilizing a wide range of literature, both fiction
and non-fiction. The course in Myth, for example, demands an investigation of the meaning and operation of myth in Western culture,
proceeds to a study of Yeats and Joyce, and concludes with readings
and discussions of other writings wherein the student applies methods
of determining and analyzing myth. An effort is made by each instructor to focus the student's attention on the relationship of contemporary themes or issues to similar concerns within the Western tradition.
A more direct approach to this is seen in the course Modem TragedyAncient Tragedy, which has become one of our most popular offerings. The student taking just one course for elective credit finds the
course is successful in providing insight and information, as well as an
interdisciplinary model. For the major or minor the dividends are
greater. Courses are inter-linked; instructors are familiar with the
materials and questions under consideration in other courses of the
program, and thus both students and instructors enjoy a great amount
of carry-over of discussion and materials from one course to another.
The greater difficulty we have experienced has been with ourselves,
the faculty. Trained in the usual Ph. D. manner, we find it much
harder than the students, who are naturally interdisciplinary, to free
ourselves from telescopic, sometimes microscopic, views. Thanks to
grants from NEH, the college, and private foundations, and especially
thanks to the willingness on the part of faculty to make time available, we have spent three years working together, attending one another's classes, studying, and attending conferences and institutes. In
addition, in our search for new faculty, we now look for persons whose
interests, breadth of knowledge, and concern for teaching is congenial
with our interdisciplinary efforts.
The most obvious immediate result of our program is seen in increased student motivation and production. Student writing and discussion have shown considerable improvement; the old term paper
has become an exciting essay or effort at original writing; we have
noted less student reliance on secondary sources and more willingness
to rely on individual insights. Students have also shown increased
breadths of interests and, happily, have discovered more diverse vocational opportunities. In addition, students who enter the program have
manifested a renewed appreciation for the value of the standard course
offerings, especially in Classical Literature, History and English. They
also, by the way, seem to lose much of their fear of taking courses
"outside the major," so that we have Humanities juniors and semors
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in courses in Chemistry, Physics, Biology, Psychology, etc. Last year, in
response to a student request that we provide some formal study in the
literature of Western Humanities, we introduced a team-taught course
entitled simply Introduction to Humanistic Literature; the course met
for one large-section lecture a week, then broke down into small discussion groups. The syllabus was a bit large, calling for reading the
Iliad, Oedipus R ex, the Aeneid, The Prince, L ear, and long readings
from Plato, Augustine, Aquinas, Pico, and Calvin. Nearly 70 students,
an extraordinary size for us, signed for the course, and the student
evaluations were excellent.
As you can see from this brief presentation, our effort has been one
of presenting literature as an integral part of the total curriculum.
We have been impressed by the student response and we feel revitalized as teachers. Still, there were many who in the beginning opposed our program, arguing that students could not possibly learn anything from an interdisciplinary approach of our sort except a hodgepodge of subjective, perhaps even subversive, matter. In the interest of
the great authority accountability, we agreed that our students would
take the Princeton URE Humanities test. Our majors scored an average of eighteen percent above the national norm for Humanities
Literature majors; in fact, the over-all average in relation to the national norm was higher for our majors than for any other area of our
college.
Let me conclude with a statement from Maxwell Goldberg, the
author of Design in Lib eral Learning: "Without becoming amorphous
or aimless," writes Professor Goldberg, "we are trying to replace the
static, mechanical, closed-system, monistic, and self-contained routine
thinking of conventional liberal learning with the open-structured,
pluralistic, multilinear, multilectic thinking of the new liberal learning." He provides us with an excellent metaphor here: the concept
of "freedom flowing into form."* And I might add, in our case we do
not seek a "new humanism," but rather seek to revitalize the presentation of that humanism which is an integral part of our tradition.

*
*

"Freedom, Form, and the Tragic Sense," Journal of General Education, July,
1972, p. 81.
Paper presented at the Humanities Colloquium, South Atlantic Modern Language Association Conference, Jacksonville, Florida, Nov. 3, 1972.
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The Social Question in
Liberal Education
By

DALE PORTER

"The truth never dies, but it leads a wretched life"

-

Jewish proverb

In her book On Revolution ( 1965) Hannah Arend t makes a distinction between liberation and freedom which I want to relate to the
function of liberal education in contemporary American society. The
dilemma implied by that relation was developed by my students in a
recent class discussion; it is on their behalf that I present it here.
Liberation for Arendt means overcoming the conditions of biological or material necessity that have been the lot of most people throughout history. So long as resources are scarce relative to the community,
she argues, people will concern themselves with the satisfaction of
needs rather than the pursuit of the just and the good. And throughout
history, even where abundance has been temporarily present, oppressive
social structures have created conditions of necessity for the many, in
favor of the few. Thus the act of liberation has a social as well as a
technological goal.
(It may be argued that necessity involves a subjective judgment,
and that numerous exceptional people have ignored necessity for the
sake of individual freedom. I shall return to this point later on, but the
present argument cannot rest upon exceptions).
In a general sense, freedom means self-determination, both individual and collective, in any sphere of life. Thus we may speak of
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religious and intellectual as well as political freedom , and we may
judge the quality of freedom according to the degree of enlightenment
with which it is exercised. But Hannah Arendt, who looked to ancient
Athens for the genesis of the concept, defined freedom as participation
in public affairs without the conditions of necessity. Freedom may
involve a sense of duty, civic pride, piety, intellectual nobility, and
the enjoyment of cooperative action. It is always exercised in concert
with others, though it may be nurtured in private reflection. It is
often discovered in the act of liberation, but cannot survive without
the establishment of a "place" or a jurisdiction (e.g. the Athenian
agora) that sanctions and facilitates collective self-determination.
The distinction between liberation and freedom raises a "social
question" of long tradition: who shall be eligible for participation in
public affairs? For Arendt that question has always been answered by
the conditions of necessity: in Athens, Rome, and medieval Europe,
those who owned enough land, or otherwise controlled the labor of
others, were free to participate in public affairs without worrying about
the necessities of life. Those who did worry were ineligible. The rise of
a capitalistic bourgeoisie, and subsequently of a socialistic laboring
class, ensured the continual revival of the social question in even more
encompassing terms.
The social question has always infused the tradition of liberal education, which is itself based on the assumption of freedom rather than
necessity. The liberal arts were developed as education for free people,
that is, for people who would undertake the conduct of public affairs
beyond the call of material interests.
In Greece and Rome, education was a training for public affairs
intended for the sons of the well-to-do. Similarly in medieval Europe
universities were staffed and attended by clergy who served the Church
and governmental offices on the assumption that necessities were taken
care of-by benefices or livings. The fact of patronage qualifies but
does not discredit this basic purpose of education. In early modern
times education was proferred to the sons of gentlemen for the same
reason-to prepare them for a life of public service beyond the business of getting and spending. Dr. Arnold's reform of Rugby sought
to revive the tradition in the 19th century. All of these arrangements
could hold the ideal of freedom through liberal education because their
students could usually count on some form of independent income,
related to their ownership of the means of production. Obviously in
these circumstances freedom, as Arendt defines it, was reserved for
the few.
Up to Dr. Arnold's time in the West and even longer in other
parts of the world, social convulsions often combined the goals of
escape from necessity and exercise of freedom. But in most cases, even
in the great French Revolution, the demand for scarce resources, for
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bread for the masses, came to overshadow the demand for freedom;
the self-constituted authorities generated in the early phases of the revolts gave way to a centralized control, precisely because resources remained scarce for most people. They would inevitably remain scarce
until the technical base for abundance was established. Asked in 1917
what the revolution meant, Lenin replied simply, "Electrification and
soviets." That is, a technical approach to overcoming necessity, and
a self-constituted authority or arena for public thought and action.
Liberation, and then freedom. But the original republican federation
of soviets gave way to Stalin's centralized control over material
resources.
Only in America did Arendt discover a revolution that realized
the true meaning of freedom. Even before 1776 the colonists enjoyed
a measure of autonomy and an abundance of resources that fostered
participation in public affairs by a large number of people; and their
dedication to egalitarian principles made participation not just possible,
but attractive. During the Revolution and the making of a constitution,
says Arendt, the founding fathers discovered two things: that their
power derived from a multitude of lower, local assemblies rather than
from control of resources; and that exercising such power was enjoyable beyond the call of duty.
Jefferson had this kind of experience in mind, I think, when he
suggested that society ought to have a revolution every generation. He
meant that each new generation needs to contribute for itself a social
order that not only makes freedom possible, but defines freedom in the
very act of its constitution. Only in this way will power remain a function of community.
The social question revived in America, however, because we did
not remain a community of yeoman farmers united in close settlements
on the Eastern seaboard. We spread across the continent, we developed
slavery and racial prejudice, we took in millions of new refugees from
older worlds. And we embraced the industrial revolution. Out of a
potential for abundance, we produced a social-economic-political system based on an assumption of scarcity.
Industrial capitalism is a system for overcoming conditions of
necessity by concentrating on those conditions to the exclusion of most
everything else. In its time it was very effective in exploiting resources,
both natural and human, to produce abundance. Yet very early in
its growth, critics were already asking whether it would solve the social
question of poverty and necessity related to the structure of society.
Granted, the system produced enormous quantities of things-but how
were these things to be distributed?
We are still worrying about the problem of distribution in the last
half of the twentieth century, when technically it is possible to relieve every member of our society from the conditions of necessity.
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As Arendt maintained, the act of liberation has a social element too.
My students saw the social element as a n insurmountable obstacle to
freedom, and I must admit their arguments made sense to me. Let me
try to recall what they said.
Every society has one or more paradigms, which are ways to approach problems based on some successful example. Paradigms tell
us what kinds of problems, methods, and solutions are legitimate ; the
paradigmatic assumptions are highly resistant to change, even when
applied to wholly new situations. The major American paradigm might
be termed "competitive individualism." It is based on the twin assumptions of scarce resources and unlimited wants. Now, the assumption of scarcity was a valid assumption at one time. Coupled with the
capitalistic system of competitive individualism, it led us, as I said
before, to concentrate on the production of enormous quantities of
things to the point that we overcame the technical probl ems of
liberation.
At this point, however, we encounter a paradox. Just as we overcame scarcity by assuming scarcity, now we tend to create scarcity in
order to justify the original assumption. The more successful we are at
producing abundance, the more we cling to an illusion of necessity, a
kind of pioneer image. Our consumer economy and our competitive
character might collapse if we ever admitted to being satisfied.
Philip Slater has described this paradox, in Th e Pursuit of Loneliness ( 1970 ), as basic to American culture. Its most extreme expression is found in the advertising industry, which does its best to make
us dissatisfied with what we already have. Because the products we
buy are advertised in association with symbols of emotional satisfaction
( e.g. Salem cigarettes give you romance in a springtime meadow ), we
can buy forever and still feel deprived.
The assumption of scarcity may be translated as a condition of
necessity, whether that condition is illusory or not. So long as American
society perpetuates the assumption, it will never be able to exercise the
kind of freedom that Arendt was describing. Our public affairs will
remain subject to material interests, and even our reform movements
will go astray.
Environmental concerns are a case in point. The environmentalists,
while trying to reduce the effects of competitive exploitation, share
the prevailing assumption that resources are scarce. In fact they raise
the assumption to crisis level. This is not to say that environmental
concern is mistaken. But there are two implications of such concern
that relate to our discussion of freedom. One, that minority group
leaders have been quick to point out, is that conditions of necessity
have once again overshadowed concern for the exercise of freedom.
It was through participation in public affairs that minority groups
hoped to change the socio-economic structure so that conditions of
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necessity would disappear. The assumptions of Black, Brown, and
Red Power fit Arendt's description of a revolutionary act of liberation
which, rejecting scarcity, began to constitute jurisdictional and attitudinal "spaces" where freedom could happen . Is it any wonder that
minority groups are apathetic about environmental movements that
revive and strengthen the illusion of necessity?
The other implication of environmental concern is that scarcity is
a self-fulfilling prophecy. If the proper approach to scarce resources
is competition and exploitation (and this has been our approach), we
now know that competition and exploitation produce scarcity. From
Adam Smith to John Galbraith, we have valued those things which
were scarce. Hence we must perpetuate scarcity if we are to have anything of value. And that is what we do. By the same logic, if we assumed a condition of abundance, we would have little need for competition and exploitation. We would be free from conditions of necessity
which prevent us from reforming our social order.
Unfortunately, we have little evidence that the assumption of
scarcity will die in the near future. But what I have said about it relates directly to the social question in our universities. If our students
assume scarcity and necessity as part of their fundamental culture,
how can they ever appreciate, or take advantage of, a liberal education? If American participation in public affairs seldom transcends
the motivations of competition and exploitation, how can our students
benefit from lessons in fre_e thought and action?
Two small anecdotes may illustrate the problem. In a humanities
class we discussed Oedipus' courageous ( or foolhardy) search for the
truth about the fate which had been prophesied for him. Upon hearing
that the search for truth was considered by some Greeks to be man's
only source of dignity in the face of destiny, a freshman raised her hand
to exclaim, "But that won't bring you happiness, will it?"
And in the class which was examining Arendt's idea of freedom, a
senior asked, "If conditions of necessity were absent, whatever would
you talk about?"
Well, what would we talk about? By and large, students at this
midwestern university seem to appreciate the humanistic tradition
while they are in class. But their casual interest is always tempered by
a pragmatic sense of the job market. Many are working their way
through college. Almost all are enrolled in employment-related curricula. Thus it is not, for them, a matter of enjoying freedom now
and losing it upon graduation. It is a matter of accepting or rejecting
the dominant cultural values. Nevertheless, there are some who seem
tentatively to have realized Arendt's idea of freedom. They may be engaged in extra-curricular activities or, more privately, refuse to abide
by curricular requirements. They are not always members of a
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"counter-culture," and they do not realize freedom all the time. But I
think my colleagues are excited when they do.
While we may not be able to "liberate" liberal education from the
scarcity assumptions of American society, we may yet be able to widen
its sphere of influence by identifying and nurturing the conditions in
which freedom seems to appear. I can only make a guess at those
conditions here, and the guessing is not very optimistic.
One condition for freedom is the old independent income, stemming not so much from inherited wealth as from scholarships and the
G.I. Bill. Indulgent fathers don't count because their largesse comes
wrapped in expectations. One of my veterans is using the G.I. Bill to
promote radical social change, with proper disdain for curricular reguiations. And I know from personal experience the liberating effects
of a scholarship. Nevertheless, independent income is not likely to be
extended to the majority of students.
A second condition may be socio-economic status. Students from
high-status backgrounds tend to assume from past experience that
participation in public affairs will be a normal adjunct of their future
employment. But a regional midwestern university has few students in
this condition. Nor is status sufficient for the exercise of freedom: the
scarcity assumption may simply operate to a higher degree. In fact,
many student leaders tend to see their "public" work as an investment for employability, rather than the reverse.
Third, many students achieve a measure of liberation by temporarily
repressing their awareness of future demands. They get caught up in
a movement or even in intellectual inquiry ( ! ) . They seem determinedly ignorant about career options. In the past, there was something
called "campus life," an arena of roughly equal participation that sustained temporary excursions into free activity. But as universities grew
to accommodate necessity-conscious crowds of students, this arena
seems to have dissolved . What's left is located under centralized "student services" units, the kind of structure designed to control scarce
resources. No university administration can re-constitute an arena of
community participation; it has to be done by students themselves. But
with the trend toward employment considerations in curricular planning, students will increasingly achieve a measure of freedom only by
ignoring the university.
A fourth condition for liberation, alluded to above, entails a reduction in the scope of perceived necessity. This is an oriental idea embraced by parts of the youth counter-culture and labelled un-American
by their parents. If "necessary" is perceived as "whatever is available,"
then the question of liberation becomes irrelevant. I have an economics text written by a Brahmin from central India. It argues that the
way to overcome scarcity is not to increase resources, but to reduce
wants. The eight-fold path of Buddhism leads to the same end. How

28

m any students are willing to take that path? And how many faculty are
willing to follow?
None of the four conditions for freedom outlined above are very
visible in American universities today. Perhaps my discussion has done
no more than update the traditional dilemma of liberal education. If
that were all, then I would conclude that the dignity of liberal education will be upheld, as always, in the search for truth despite an unhappy fate. But I refuse to be washed up by a wave of rhetoric. There
is one more possibility.
The Hindu tradition that advocates a reduction in wants is also
very practical about the proper time to start. Youth is the worst time
for liberation. Only after a person has raised a family and made a
career should he begin the arduous search for truth; only then can
he hope to overcome desire and therefore, necessity. Americans, on
the other hand, bring masses of oversexed adolescents together on one
campus, lock the girl's dormitory, bombard everyone with career anxieties, and give them a 45-rninute videotape lecture on the noble death
of Socrates. That they do concern themselves with truth and justice in
spite of it all is a tribute to humanity.
At the other end of the generation spectrum is a large group of
middle-age career employees, housewives and retired people who are
asking the same question my student asked, only in a different tense:
"Whatever do we talk about now?" Suppose these people were our
students. Would they be more susceptible to liberal education and exercise of freedom than their sons and daughters? Could they more easily
be seduced from their sexual hangups, their career anxieties and their
obsession with the acquisition of things? Wouldn't they be in a better
position to overcome the conditions, or the illusions, of necessity?
I am not entirely optimistic about the answers to those questions,
especially after watching the disintegration of an affluent American
family on television. But we have made an unholy mess of bringing
liberal education to the young. Perhaps it is time to start over with the
elderly, and then work back down the scale of generations.
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BOOK REVIEW

Underpinnings for a
~~University Education"
By CHARLES 0 . HousToN

Environ/mental Essays on the Planet as a Home, by P aul
Shepard and Daniel McKinely (editors), Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1971, 307 pp., Illus., $4.00.
In contrast to their earlier work, The Subversive Science (Houghton Mifflin, 1969), the editors have presented us with a volume of
readings which is eminently teachable, as well as valuable in presenting
a wide range of scholarship which speaks directly to the title of the
book. While their previous collection was valuable and important to
our educational efforts, the d iffuseness and, sometimes, the level of
abstraction of the contents made it less than attractive to the contemporary student, who complained of its "difficulty." Students should have
little trouble with the present work since all the selections are excellently chosen, clearly written, and accompanied by suggestions for additional reading.
Each of the editors supplies a brief preface, and each selection
is preceded by introductory paragraphs which establish the selection in
the context of the part in which it is placed. There are four such parts:
"Genesis and Perception"- which includes articles by Odum, Napier,
Meggers, Sauer, O ng, Searles, Shepard; "Society a nd Its Creations"with contributions from Leyhausen, Calhoun, Davis, Audy, MoholyNagy, Karp, Milgram; "Positions"-Darling, Scott Paradise, Chas. A.
Lindbergh; and, "The Crunch"-J ohn Ryther, Ehrlich and Holdren,
Schaefer.
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Eugene Odom's discussion of "The Strategy of Ecosystem Development" introduces us to the next selection, "Early Man and His Environment" by John Napier, an example of which is then supplied by
Betty J. Meggers' "Environment and Culture in the Amazon Basin."
The emphasis changes a bit in the last four selections of this first part,
with a statement by Carl 0. Sauer ( one of the earliest of American
geographers to turn his attention to environmental/ecological questions) on the "Theme of Plant and Animal Destruction in Economic
History," the weight of whose argument is neatly matched with the
following piece by Fr. Walter J. Ong, S.J., "World as View and World
as Event." These two selections are clearly placed in the "mental"
focus of the title by Harold F. Searles, who discusses "The Role of
the Nonhuman Environment," and by the concluding paper in this
first part, by Paul Shepard, which confronts the student with the implications implicit in "The Cross Valley Syndrome."
The first part having set the stage, so to speak, the reader is rather
dramatically introduced to "Society and Its Creations"-people acting
and interacting in groups large and small-with three sharply written selections: "The Sane Community-A Density Problem?" (by
Leyhausen), "Psycho-Ecological Aspects of Population" (by Wayne H.
Davis), and "Overpopulated America" (by Wayne H. Davis). The
combination of these three provocative pieces-which, if they do not
cause some serious re-thinking by teacher and student alike as to the
"relevance" of their educational experience, will bring trouble, trouble,
trouble to River City-enables the editors to direct the readers' thinking toward the immediate, through "Measurement and Diagnosis of
Health" (by J. R. Audy), " The Four Environments of Man" (by
Sibyl Moholy-Nagy), a nd, still more immediate, "The Ecological City"
(by Mort and Eleanor Karp) and "The Experience of Living in
Cities" (by Stanley Milgram).
The pattern of these first two parts is repeated-at different levels
of abstraction-in the last two, the first of which examines "The Unity
of Ecology" (by F. Fraser Da rling ), "The Vandal Ideology" (by Scott
Paradise), and "The Wisdom of Wilderness" (by Charles A. Lindbergh) as "Positions" from which we finally encounter "The Crunch":
" Photosynthesis and Fish Production in the Sea" (by John H. Ryther),
"Population and Panaceas: A Technological Perspective" (by Paul
R. Ehrlich and John P. Holdren) , and "The Inadvertent Modification of the Atmosphere by Air Pollution" (by Vincent J. Schaefer).
The book is rounded out with "Biographical Notes" and more
than twenty pages of additional readings listed according to each of
the four parts.
If one searches for unifying themes, they are to be found in the
title of the book which is underlined repeatedly with the basic philosophy of the editors: no easy answers, no easy solutions; only tough-
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minded grappling with alternative modes of thinking, perceiving
and acting.
Taken as it stands, this book can-and should-be utilized as a core
text for several series of "courses" or "programs" in general studies,
supplying the essential underpinnings to what (perhaps wistfully) we
call "a university education." Please read it; please buy it; please
use it.
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Don't Just Talk About It
by

DANIEL

R.

KROLL

Like the weather, everyone seems to be talking about General
Education but no one seems to be doing anything about it. For that
matter many administrators wonder just what General Educa tion
really is. When an educator can remark that "G eneral Educa tion is
anything outside a student's major," it is time for a redefinition of
the constituent which distinguishes a baccalaureate degree from a
trade school diploma.
General Educa tion is the kind of educa tion which all enlightened
citizens-regardless of their vocation-should share. It promotes precise, orderly, and effective communication. It acquaints students with
conceptual approaches peculia r to various groups of disciplines. It
provides students with a fundamental understanding of the world
of nature, of themselves, of their society, and of their own and other
cultures. It helps students develop values which give significance to
life. It introduces students to pleasurable experiences in the humanities and in the arts. It provides a basis for action. In short, it contributes to one's persona l a nd civic fulfillment, prompting him to search
for a higher quality of life. But General Education is more than a
cluster of departmental offerings. As the Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education pointed out last yeaT, " . .. general education has
now collapsed into neglect exemplified by the introductory departmental courses which ignore the needs of the non-majors and by survey
courses which whisk through large amounts of material with too little
depth. The oft-proposed solution- to let students take a nything they
want-amounts to an abandonment of undergraduates by the faculty. "
General Education courses should not be mere professional steppingstones to sophisticated specialized study. They should be self-contained
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rather than sequential. They should stress significance and principles
rather than facts, apprecia tion rather than skills. They should relate
to contemporary life. And, most important, they should be taught by
student-centered teachers.
If what you have read so far has significance for you, by all means
plan to attend the annual meeting of the Association for Gen eral and
Liberal Studies, October 18-20, on th e beautiful and comfortable campus of Oklahoma State University, Stillwater. The keynote speaker is
Dr. Harold L. Hodgkinson, President of the America n Associa tion for
Higher Education, an expert in curricular affairs. Also featured is
Dr. Richard Wilson, Vice President for the American Association of
Community and Junior Colleges; it is time that we give more attention to community college/ four-year college relations, especially the
articulation of General Education programs. There will be presentations a nd discussions of successful General Education programs at the
University of Utah, at Austin College, and at Tarrant Community
College.
Because the meeting of the AGLS coincides with the fall recess,
most students will be away from our campus. There are ample oncampus accommod a tions for partici pants at the Union Club. (Stillwater has its Holiday Inn and other inexpensive accommodations,
too. )
Tulsa and Oklahoma City have international airports, .a little more
than an hour away (by rented car). There are also daily flights on
the Frontier Airline from Oklahoma City a nd Wichita, Kansas. The
excellent Texas Chief (AMTRAK) has daily nms through Perry (24
miles away), from Chicago and from Houston. (We can provide transportation to and from Perry.)
Plan to visit Stillwater this October. Learn about successful education programs, renew your energies by associating with other committed
educators, and, incidentally, enjoy a fine Broadway comedy-the conference won't be all work.
( Perhaps you have noted Louis B. Mayhew's article in the April,
1973, issue of Change, which states "Oklahoma State University ...
is currently producing as great .a variety of educational program reforms as can be found anywhere in the United States.")
Daniel R. Kroll
Director of Curricular Affairs
College of Arts and Sciences
Oklahoma State University
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Reflections on General Education
by

0LLIN

J.

DRENNAN

Life is a series of events into which an individual enters, modifying
each event by his memory and his expectations. E ach of us finds ourselves involved in all the things that happen to us almost as though
we were observers standing aside and watching as well as participating.
Through our culture we learn to sep arate our thinking about our lives
from the living of them. Often our living seems to flow inescapably
and inevitably along and all we can do is learn to understand the
more important parts of it. That we might affect the way that flow
of events proceeds often seems unthinkable and beyond any effort on
our part. This is not true. There are many ways in which we can, and
do, affect the path our lives follow. One of the benefits that can come
from education is the understanding that to a great extent our lives
are under our control and that we can determine their directions if
we wish. Involved in this understanding is knowledge of a great variety
of aspects of our lives: personal aspects and the effect of our lives as
we impinge on others. Such abstract considerations as philosophy and
religion must be related to such concrete topics as chemistry and
biology. To learn tha t we can direct the flow of our lives means to
learn also the variety of choices we may exercise and the different
value systems that go with the various choices.
A part of the benefit that comes with education is learning that we
are not totally fixed in the course our lives mu st take. Another part of
the benefit is to learn, also, that there a re constraints. There are aspects
of our lives that we cannot change. There are needs, conditions and
restrictions that govern the development of our lives that must be
recognized and accepted. These limitations on our own direction dicta te that every day each of us must eat, drink and sleep. Each of us
5

must associate with others in some form of social organization. Each
of us must learn to cope with the effects of gravitation, the weather
and the seasons. To know that there are areas of our lives that are
beyond our own control should not hinder our appreciation that there
are other areas where we can choose. Both understandings are necessary if we are to benefit fully from the greater awareness that an education can give us.
An education takes place as we live our lives and puzzle about
what happens to us. The process that involves both the living and
the puzzling becomes education when the puzzling leads to understandings that, in tum, lead to changes in the living. There is an
interaction between these two functions that we carry on most of the
time within us. The living and the puzzling affect, and are affected by,
each other. The living is a dynamic, active aspect of the process. Puzling is a reflective, after-the-fact aspect. If we are to direct the flow
of living our lives, then we must puzzle about the past and our memories of it. We must seek to understand, to connect together, the various
events and their effects and project that understanding or connection
into the future. Such expectations of the future, modified by wishes
for change, are the only guides we have for our giving conscious direction to future events that are to occupy us as we live.
The wishes that we entertain for our futures may be nothing more
than day dreams. However, even daydreams must have their origins
somewhere and if we are to believe that our past experiences include
observation of the lives of others-either obtained by observing others
or from reading about them- we might find the origins of daydreams
in the lives of others rather than in our own. On the other hand our
wishes may consist of very practical goals that we can use to determine
our decisions. But they too must have their origins and to the extent
that they consist of visions of our own futures that have not yet come
to pass, they must have their origins in the lives of others.
Much that we have in mind about our own lives is the result of
puzzling about the events that have occurred in our lives in the past.
But much is the result of understandings we have learned about lives
in the abstract. Instead of thinking about Joe, or Betty, or Bob, or Sue
we thing about our own lives in terms of "Life is -." Life, with a
capital letter L, consists of all the knowledge that we have accumulated
about many lives, with a little letter l. We watch others. We puzzle
about what we observe. But more important, we read about a much
larger number of individuals than we can possibly observe. We read
about people who live in other countries and in other centuries. We
read about what people have said about other people of other places
and other times. And we read about what people say about other
people in our own time. And we end up with ideas about what kind
of a future would be most desirable-and we dream.
6

One of the factors that serves to determine whether our dreams
are daydreams or are dreams that can become real is the clarity with
which we understand the extent of the constraints on our decisions
as opposed to those areas in which we can choose and direct our lives.
Much of the lore that we have accumulated as we live has very little
foundation in fact. The parlor game that consists of one person
whispering a message to his neighbor who in turn whispers the same
message to the next person in the group and so on until it returns to
the original whisperer always illustrates how a message becomes
garbled as it passes through a number of the best-meaning messengers.
Such is the case with much of the information that we accumulate in
the casual way of interacting with many other persons. It becomes less
accurate as it passes from person to person and is influenced by the
stresses of a particular time in history. The nature of our dreams is
affected by this uncertainty in our information. The degree to which
we might expect to realize those dreams is greatly affected by the
accuracy and completeness of the pertinent information we have. Consequently the picture we accept of what Life is all about may need
retouching. The ideas we develop about our role in life based on
that picture will then need modifying. Until such needs have been fulfilled there is small chance that our dreams will be other than daydreams.
All of us have a picture of what Life is all about. Often we are not
aware that our picture has the many facets that it does. We accept the
picture that is accepted by our families and by our neighbors with little
question when we are young. The world is, for us, just as it is experienced and portrayed. As we grow older we realize that some parts of
that received and accepted picture are distorted and we seek to correct
that portion of the picture. Usually we find that only those portions
that come to our attention as the result of very specific experiences
seem to need correcting. Many other parts of the picture remain accepted as true and valid. Vve correct our ideas about only that small
segment of our understanding without realizing that when we alter
one portion of our pictures of life we inject change that should spread
throughout our conception of what life is all about. In the same way
that a rock dropped into a pool of water sends ripples of disturbance to
the farthest edges of the pool, changes in the structure of our understanding of life sends ripples throughout the structure. If we fail to
consider these ripples, we find that one part of our picture jars against
another part leaving our ideas disjointed and incomplete. In the end
this disjointedness interferes with our attempts to realize our dreams.
What seems to support a dream in one part of our life will seem to do
just the opposite when considered in another part. We will find ourselves confused and we will spend much of our effort and energy trying
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to make sense out of our understanding of our own life rather than in
furthering our dream.
It would be to our advantage, then, if each of us periodically reviewed our ideas of Life and our dreams for the future. Certain segments of our idea structure and our dreams will often be in constant
focus because we have decided they are important and we do not wish
to lose sight of them. Other segments may never come to our attention
and we may not even be aware that they exist. If they really do existthat is, if there are actually parts of our conception about which we are
unaware-it would seem a part of common sense to seek them out so
that we could understand more clearly their influence on our actions.
Because a review of such a nature cannot be undertaken by ourselvesit would be expecting too much from each of us if we were expected
to review those aspects of our lives and ideas about which we are unaware without assistance from someone else--it requires the aid of
someone skilled in considering the total structure of live pictures and
who is sympathetic with our individual needs and particular life and
dreams.
Such a review constitutes a major aspect of education. It is not
necessary that such a study take place within the structure of a formal
educational system. It does not need to take place within a classroom
or a laboratoiry. It only needs to be carried out by an individual so
that in the end he has profited from the activity. The need to carry
out a t least parts of the exercise with the aid of another person suggests some form of cooperation. A formal classroom situation can be
devoted to the type of study we have described as being desirable. I4
may be much more effective and efficient than casual considerationsat least in classrooms that have a study of this type among the considerations taking place within them.
Thus it would seem that there are several kinds of investigation or
study that would be valuable to all of us.
1. A study of the conception of life, the picture of the world, that
we presently have, how we obtained it and how that picture is similar
and different from those held by others.
2. A study of the kinds of choices we have that allow us to give
direction to our own lives and that suggests the manner in which we
might assume that direction.
3. A study of the constraints that determine the arena in which
we must live our lives.
4. A study of how we form dreams and may take steps to bring
them into being by giving conscious direction to our lives.
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Education that does not have as its principal aim the orientation
and particular training that is required for success in one or another
8

vocational category is often referred to as "general education." Its purpose is to teach people more personally productive ways of living. Thus
the four types of study listed constitute a major segment of general
education and might serve as one statement of the goals of such education that is of value to every individual.
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Program AGLS Annual Meeting
THURSDAY,OCTOBER18
8:00 p.m.

Student Union Theatre

Presiding: Douglas Dunham, President of AGLS,
Michigan State University
Welcome: President Robert B. Kamm, Oklahoma State University
Comment: Dean George A. Gries, College of Arts and Sciences,
Oklahoma State University
K eynote Address: Harold L. Hodgkinson, President, American
Association for Higher Education, "General Education's Response to Changing Demands"

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 19
9: 00 a.m.

Concurrent Sessions

University, Student Union, Case Study Room A
Chairman, James E. Kirby, Oklahoma State University
Speaker, Dean Oakley J. Gordon, "The University of Utah's
Program of General Education"
Respondent, Malcolm Correll, University of Colorado
9

Four-Year College, Student Union, Case Study Room B
Chairman, Dean S. D. Lovell, Southern Illinois University at
Ed wards ville
Speaker, Dean Frank Edwards, "Austin College's New Design
for Instruction"
Respondent, Harold L. Hodgkinson, President, American Association for Higher Education
Comm unity College, Student Union, Case Study Room C
Chairman, Dean Wade Kirk, Seward County Community Junior College, Liberal, Kansas
Speaker, Charles N. Johnson, "Tarrant Community Junior
College's Program of General Education"
Respondent, Edwin P. Martin, University of South Florida
1: 30 p .m.

Student Union Theatre

Summary Reports of Morning Sessions, Chairman, A.
Austin College (Texas)

J.

Carlson,

University Session
Ollin J. Drennan, Associate Dean, College of General
Studies, Western Michigan University
Four-Year College Session
E. J. Fox, Dean, College of General Studies, Eastern New
Mexico University
Community College Session
Royal Bowers, Dean, Panhandle State College, Goodwell,
Oklahoma
SATURDAY, OCTOBER 20
9: 00 a.m.

Student Union Theatre

Chairman, H. C. Kiefer, University of South Florida
Address: Richard Wilson, Vice President for Programs of American Association of Junior ond Community Colleges, "Community College/Four-Year College Relationships"
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GENERAL INFORMATION
Headquarters for the annual meeting will be Oklahoma State Unive1"Sity Student Union on the campus of Oklahoma State University.
A Conference Fee of $25.00 will include the cost of Registration,
one banquet, and one luncheon (or alfresco supper).
Communications relating to the annual meeting should be addressed
to:
Professor Daniel R. Kroll
College of Arts and Sciences
Oklahoma State University
Phone: (405) 372-6211, X373

THE ASSOCIATION FOR GENERAL AND LIBERAL STUDIES
President, Douglas Dunham, Michigan State UniveI"Sity, East Lansing,
Michigan
Vice President & President Elect, H. C. Kiefer, University of South
Florida, Tampa, Florida
Secretary-Treasurer, Ollin
Kalamazoo, Michigan

...

J.

Drennan, Western Michigan UniveI"Sity,

*

*

*

The Association for General and Liberal Studies was founded in
1961. It represents no particular doctrine or dogma other than the
firm conviction that a good general education is one of the signs of
liberally educated men and women. The By-laws of the Association
state that it shall "serve as a forum for professional people concerned
with undergraduate general and liberal education in each of the several divisions of the curriculum."
We invite your membership in the Association.
Included in the payment of $10.00 annual dues are subscriptions to
two publications of interest to general and liberal education, THE
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE QUARTERLY, a magazine of general
education, and PERSPECTIVES, a publication on issues of interest
to liberal and general education.
For further information contact the Secretary of the Association.
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